TO CREATE, TO 
INTRODUCTION
"Where does it all come from?" The quest for the origin of cosmos, earth, and life belongs to the perennial exercises of homo sapiens. In the beginning of the Book of Genesis, the Israelite concept on the origin of "all things created" is displayed. In this hymnic text, the Hebrew verb plays a pivotal role in describing the acts of God. The Greek rendition , "he created," as well as the Vulgate "in principio creavit Deus" have given rise to the misconception that in Genesis the idea of a creatio ex nihilo is spelled out. 1 Removing this common misconception, however, does not solve the main question: what concept of the origin of the world is portrayed in Gen 1:1-2:4a;; hereafter, for the sake of simplicity, "Genesis 1"?
Recently, Ellen van Wolde has proposed that in Genesis 1 the verb has to be translated "to spatially separate" instead of "to create." 2 She arrived at this conclusion by applying linguistic, exegetical, and comparative methods. For instance, she compares the concept of origin in Genesis 1 with seven other creation stories from the ancient Near East that describe the first step of the construction of the cosmos as the separation of heaven and earth by a deity. She presents her proposal to translate with "to separate," as a new discovery which will revolutionize HB (or Old Testament) scholarship. If she is correct, translations, dictionaries, commentaries, biblical theologies would all be in need of revision.
In this article we would like to test her proposal. We would like to question her claims in regards on the newness of her proposal, its linguistic and philological presuppositions, its exegetical adequacy, and the strength of her religio-historical comparison.
HISTORY OF RESEARCH ON MEANING "SEPARATE"
Van Wolde is not the first modern scholar to propose the meaning "to separate" for the Hebrew verb . 3 The famous Hebräisches Handwörterbuch of 1810 by Wilhelm Gesenius offers the following: "der erste Begriff scheint: hauen, aushauen [zu bedeuten]," and Gesenius refers to the Arabic verb bry "to cut off." After that, he goes on to attribute the meanings "bilden, schaffen, hervorbringen" to the Qal of the verb in Classical Hebrew. Only in the Piel the original meaning of "to cut off, chisel, shape" would have been preserved (Isa 17:15, 18;; Ezek 21;; 19;; 23:47). For the Niphal he assumes the meaning "to be born" in Ezek 21:30 and Ps 102:19. 4 In the view. In the Piel the "sinnliche Bedeutung" (literal meaning) has been preserved and in Qal the "tropische" (metaphorical). As an example he refers to , with the meaning of "schaffen" for Qal, and "hauen, aushauen" for Piel. He still relates the root to Arabic bry "to cut off." 5 In his monumental Thesaurus, Gesenius maintains and elaborates this view, but he criticises those who think that (on the basis of the supposed original meaning of "to cut off") the concept of creatio ex nihilo would be absent in Genesis 1. The use of the verb in many other t
For the idea of the creatio ex nihilo he refers to 2 Macc 7:28;; Heb 11:3;; Rom 4:17;; Ibn Ezra and Maimonides. 6 On the well-deserved authority of Gesenius many authors repeated that the basic meaning of would have been "to cut" or 3 Ibn Ezra, for instance, suggested that the verb has to do with cutting or setting a boundary. 4 â : the basic idea is of cutting in two (echoing the con myth (… ) the primordial soup (1:2) is the raw material of the heavens and the earth;; (… ) There is the merest echo of the old con traditon, but the common assessment that this indicates the 'demythologization' of the narrative is excessive."
ThWAT, who on his part referred only to Dantinne. 10 In other words, Ellen van Wolde has many predecessors. This being so, two two questions arise: (1) What is so specific in her proposal? (2) Why has recent scholarship abandoned the path designed by Gesenius? We will come to both questions after a little detour.
AN ETYMOLOGICAL DETOUR AND THE CURRENT CONSENSUS
It is worth noting that in the 17th edition of Gesenius' Handwörter-buch off" was abandoned on the basis of further research on the matter. Now "schaffen, hervorbringen" is the basic meaning of the Qal of I and "abholzen, zerhauen" (Piel in Josh 17:15, 18;; Ezek 23:47 and perhaps Ezek 21:24) is relegated to III, whereas II in the Hiphil in 1 Sam 2:29 is seen as doubtful, but perhaps meaning "fett machen, mästen." 11 It had been recognized meanwhile that the Arabic root br', "to create" is probably an Aramaic (or Hebrew?) loanword which was confused early on with Arabic brw/bry "to cut off, form by cutting." 12 In Classical Arabic the phonetic difference between various forms of these verbs is slight and in unvocalized texts invisible. Already the early Arabic lexicographers noticed the confusion of the two roots. 13 Because the existence of a Hebrew root < brw/y, "to cut in half," may be assumed on the basis of the wellknown idiom , literally 'to cut a covenant', and the noun "covenant, treaty, contract," 14 Gesenius-Buhl refers to several South-Arabic dialects in which the root means "to build, make, give birth." 16 Van Wolde did not consider the alternative possibility that may belong to the semantic field of "building;; constructing." We will come back to this alternative below, especially since it is connected to Egyptian, Babylonian and Ugaritic texts and concepts that describe creation with verbs meaning "to build." 17 In any case, it is significant that the Old Greek translation of the HB (LXX), the oldest translation we have, mostly chooses , "to found, build" which only secondarily means "to create," as its rendering of Qal. 18 It never means anything like "to separate." In his still valuable study of the verb Paul Humbert mantained that III in the sense of "to shape by cutting, to chip away" ("tailler, couper") is related to Arabic
. 19 As a result of these and other investigations, most modern dictionaries distinguish three different Hebrew roots with a strong tendency to render the Qal of the verb with "to create." 20 Ellen van Wolde deviates from the current consensus not by going back to the arguments of Gesenius, but by means of a thorough linguistic analysis of the instances of in Genesis 1. She eventually argues for a translation "to separate." In her discussion of the question whether the meaning of the verb is synonymous with that of the verb (also present in Genesis 1), she arrives to the conclusion that there is a semantic specification. indicates an act in which, out of an originally homogenous entity, two or more entities are "created" through a process of "splitting." 21 In our view, the English verb "to differentiate" would have been a more adequate indicator. 22
SEMANTIC CONSIDERATIONS
Etymologizing is an interesting intellectual exercise, and in the case of ancient "dead" languages sometimes inevitable, but it often produces unreliable results. Ellen van Wolde quite correctly follows the advice of James Barr that contextual semantics should always take precedence over etymology. 23 Although we agree with this approach, we disagree in certain aspects of her work.
Separation of Two Objects: Notes on the Absent Preposi-
tion A Hebrew verb with the meaning "to separate" requires at least one preposition, like or , as can be observed with the verb . 24 It could be argued that there are texts where a preposition is not required. However, this is the case only when is used in the meaning of "to select." 25 Otherwise "separate" has to be taken as 20 See appendix. 21 In her recent book, Van Wolde, Reframing Biblical Studies, 200, she seems to be aware of this implication.
"split, cleave." 26 In that case, however, the text of Gen 1:1 would mean that heaven and earth are each split into two halves. As noted above, Van Wolde seems to propose the translation "to separate" in the meaning of "differentiate" or "to separate between," and not "to split, to cleave" as rendition for
. If Ellen van Wolde had consistently translated with "to differentiate," there would have been fewer problems with her proposal (though our other arguments against it would, nevertheless, remain). Now she occasionally has to include (or to add) a preposition in her translations. 27 The absence of a preposition modifying in Genesis 1, can easily be explained by assuming that the idiom … can be rendered with "to differentiate ... into."
This assumption, however, creates another problem. In the interesting Mesopotamian texts that Ellen van Wolde claims that parallel the concept of "separation," prepositions are present. The Sumerian Song of the Hoe contains the following line:
an ki-ta ba9-re6-de3 sa -an-ga-ma-an-šum2
and not only did he [=Enlil] hasten to separate heaven from earth 28
In this text the adverbial case marker "ta" (in "ki-ta") indicates the ablative with separating force, hence "from." 29 A comparable feature is present in the late bilingual text from Uruk:
e-nu-ma ša-mu-ú it-t[i] K[i-tim ] is-su-ru
Utu, when the heavens were made distant from earth 30 26 Cf. In the late Babylonian version the preposition itti, "from," is used. In the other texts that Van Wolde refers to, prepositions or an ablative are present. These remarks imply that the Mesopotamian concept of origin can be labelled as "separating A fom B," which is different from "differentiating into A an assumes for Genesis 1, and therefore are of no use as comparative material in an argument on the interpretation of Genesis 1.
The Participle of
One of Van Wolde's arguments for the translation , "to separate," is her idea that the abstract noun "Creator" is never described in the HB with an active participle of . 31 Her position here depends on an article by Florentino García Martínez, who argued that in the HB God only is called creator with participles of other verbs like , and . 32 Van Wolde accepted the argument of García Martínez, but did not critically assess its validity. 33 The participle of is used at least 13 times in the HB to describe God as creator. 34 This happens, not only in phrases like "creator of heaven" and "creator of earth," but also in a more abstract sense, "your creator" (Isa 43:1) and "creator of m from (missing preposition) respectively light and peace. 35 However, in the monotheistic theology of Deutero-Isaiah this dualistic idea is untenable, for the one God has taken over all expertise from the many gods (cf. Isa 44:24;; 45:5-6). So, he is able to give both rain and drought (1 Kings 17-18), he kills and makes alive, he wounds and heals (Deut 32:29). 36 One should not try to eliminate such theologically "problematic" ideas by proposing forced renderings.
The context of Isaiah 45 shows that "evil" should be understood as YHWH's former punishment for Israel's trespasses. Second Isaiah argues that the devastation of Jerusalem and the exile that afflicted the Israelites did not come to them from any other deity, but from the same God who once made a covenant with them. 37 All in all, Van Wolde's argument based on the assumed absence of the participle of the verb , turns out to be quite weak. Moreover, by focusing on the meanings of active participles, it brings up the question of why the more reflective form "separator" or "differentiator"-as per her proposal-is absent in the HB.
Separation or Creation of the Sea-monsters?
One of Van Wolde's arguments for the rendering of as "to separate" is connected to Gen 1:21. 38 According to Van Wolde the sea-monsters were living in the waters beneath the earth and therefore they had to be separated from the creatures living in the upper waters, the waters of the sea. Two remarks need to be made here.
(1) There seems to be an anomaly in her argument. First, she ivine resolution to bring into being the watery part of the animal kingdom. Later on she remarks that "the tanninim al- (2) Her remark that the sea-monsters were living in the waters beneath the earth is hardly convincing in view of the evidence she presents. 40 There are, however, other texts in the HB, where these sea-monsters are depicted as marine animals living and swarming in the sea. 41 This second concept is reinforced by ancient Near Eastern mythological texts. 42 Even if two competing views would have existed in ancient Israel, it would be premature to connect Genesis 1 exclusively with one of them. This implies that her statement is in need of elaboration and cannot be taken as an undisputable argument. 40 Van Wolde, "Why the verb does not mean 'to create' in Genesis 1," 12-13, esp. her footnote 23;; Van Wolde, Reframing Biblical Studies, 191-92. She only mentions three texts: Isa 51:9-10, where the are only mentioned in v 10, which clearly refers to the pathway through the Red Sea, and does not give any indication about the habitat of the in v 9. In the text mentioned from Psalm 74 (Van Wolde refers to vv 13-14) the / do not occur, and in the final text Ps 148:7 the are only paralleled by the . Both are addressed to praise the lord *from the earth* (not: from beneath the earth). It is striking that they are addressed in a parallel "you sea monsters and *all* tehomot." The comparison with the similarly structured vv 3, 9, 11 and also v 2 proves that and are synonymous and addressed here as animated creatures. This makes it quite impossible to take the in this text as the dwelling-place of the preceding . 41 Isa 27:1;; Ezek 32:2;; Ps 74:13;; Job 7:12;; Ps 148:7 are difficult to interprete in this connection. In Ezek 29:3, has to be taken as a symbol for the crocodile, living in the river Nile. For Rahab see Ps 89:9-10;; Job 26:12. See also the pertinent entries in K. van 42 See, e.g., Ugaritic tunannu. Ugaritic texts too show that Tunannu (also called Leviathan, both in Hebrew as wel as in Ugaritic) is one of the monstrous helpers of the Sea god that live in the sea;; see G.C. Heider, "Tannîn," in: DDD tiate." There is, however, no text in the HB where it can be proved that the author (or a translator) still had knowledge of a previous meaning "to separate." To the contrary, the authors of texts that preceded and followed (temporally) Genesis 1 apparently assumed to have a meaning related to "construct, build" etc. The Greek create" for create." 43 Florentino García Martínez has shown that for the abstract "creative act" is attested in Ben Sira. In Qumran, the writers also were acquainted with abstract words like , "creation," and , "creatures." 44 In all these cases, there is no possibility to connect the nouns to an earlier notion of , "to separate." Second Isaiah often calls YHWH the creator. For instance, the deity is "the creator of the ends of the earth" (Isa 40:28), referring to Isa 40:22b, where YHWH is described as the one who stretches out the heavens and spreads them like a tent, and 40:26, YHWH created ( ) the stars and calls them by name (40:26);; this is repeated in Isa 42:5, he is the creator of the heavens, the one who stretches them out;; and he is the creator of Jacob (Isa 43:1) and the creator of Israel (Isa 43:15). A rendering "separator" is impossible in all these texts-note that there is only one object in all these cases and the (required) prepositions are missing;; see above 4.1.
Could
The idea of God as the creator is further developed by Third Isaiah. He promises that God will create a new heaven and a new earth (Isa. 65:17), and in the next chapter (Isa 66:22) he will make ( ) this new heaven and new earth. YHWH is described as the creator of praise on the lips of mourners in Israel (Isa. 57:18-19). The context breathes joy and it would be very odd if God instead would make a separation between rejoicing and joy, between Jerusalem and the people. According to Amos, God is the one who formed the mountains and the creator of the wind (Amos 4:13). Psalm 102:18 parallels a generation to come with a people still yet to be created ( Niphal). What sense would this text make if it were translated, "a people that has to be separated"? The message of the verse is that these new generations will praise the Lord. Another late text in which God creates something "new" is Jer 31:22. The vision of hope is here that "mothers in Israel will stretch their arms around their children." 45 This is a gesture of joyful reunion, certainly not separation.
The only case that requires some analysis is Num 16:30. Here seems to be paralleled by Niphal, "to be split, split open" in v 31. The NEB translation renders the first line of the verse as follows, "but if the Lord makes a great chasm, and the ground opens its mouth ...." 46 However, most modern dictionaries, translations and commentaries prefer to translate as "to create a creation, to create something totally new." 47 The use of in Qumran supports this rendering. The fact that God is seen as "creating something new," does not imply (cf. Jer 31:22) the concept of a creatio ex nihilo.
Is
Always Connected with Two of More Objects?
In the HB the verb occurs about 55 times. The position advanced by Van Wolde requires that be accompanied by two or more objects, but this is seldom the case. There is no need to discuss all these 55 passages;; a few observations and examples suffice. The verb is often used with just a single object. For instance, God created man from the face of the ground (Gen 6:7) which is paralleled by "man and beast and creeping things and birds of the air, for I am sorry that I have made them." The synonymous parallelism suggests that only can have a meaning of "create, form, make." Deut 4:32, Isa 45:12, and Mal 2:10 convey also the idea that God created man on earth. 48 He would create a cloud over Zion (Isa 4:5);; he created all that is called by his name (Isa 43:7);; he is the creator of the evil smith (Isa 54:16)-and he is the creator of the ravager (Isa 54:16);; he is the creator of the fruit of man's lips (Isa 54:19). A very difficult text to cope with when rendering "to separate, divide" is Ps 51:10, "create in me a clean heart, O God," paralleled by "and put a new and right spirit in me." Isa 41:18-20 describes a vision of God's new creation. He will open rivers on the bare tracks, he will put plants in the wilderness, and men will see it and understand that "the hand of YHWH has done this, the Holy One of Israel has created it." The translation "separate" is not appropriate also, because summarizes the previous enumeration of God's work, described with the verbs "open (rivers)," "make (pools of water)," "put (cedars, acacias, myrtles, pinetrees)," and "set (junipers, ashes, cypresses)" in vv 18-19. Furthermore, the object is a single suffix feminine. 48 In Isa 45:12 this is paralleled by the utterance that he also made the earth and his hands stretched out the heavens;; in Mal 2:10 it is paralleled by the statement that all Israelites have just one (heavenly) father.
in Poetic Parallelism
Within the HB, the verb often occurs in parallelism. 49 In the HB, is paralleled by , "to make," 50 , "to form," 51 , "to stretch out (like a tent)," said of the object heaven, 52 , "to establish" (Ps 51:12). These instances of word-pairing strongly suggest that the verb is in the same semantic field as verbs that refer to construction activities.
Preliminary Conclusion
Our observations suggest that Van Wolde's proposal to translate ( ) in Genesis 1 as "to separate (from)" or "to differentiate (into)" has no firm ground in grammar, semantics or linguistics.
THE MEANING AND SIGNIFICANCE OF
: AN 
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
We would like to offer an alternative to Van Wolde's proposal. To do so, we wish to address the question of the meaning and significance of from the perspective of a more historical approach. It is worth noting that in the HB, the verb is used only in relatively late texts. In an older text such as Gen 14:19, 22, the word is used, a verb meaning both "to beget" and "to create." This verb has old roots in the West Semitic languages, in which it could be used to denote divine or human actions. 53 In Ugaritic texts, the verb is attested in epithets of the Canaanite god Ilu and his wife Athiratu. 54 This epithet is reflected in both in the HB and in epigraphic material. In Genesis 14, El is called , "Creator of heaven and earth," both by the Canaanite priest Melchizedek (Gen 14:19) and by Abram (Gen 14:22). The epithet "El the Creator of the earth" is also attested in a Phoenician inscription of the eighth century, 55 on a sixth century BCE Hebrew ostracon from Jerusalem, 56 and on a Punic inscription of the second century BCE. 57 Elsewhere the god Baal-of-heaven took over El's title and was called "Creator of the earth." 58 It seems likely that the Canaanites regarded Ilu/El responsible for the separation of the primordial Flood, though this is not explicitly said or described by the verb . Ilu/El is the one who dwells at the springs of the Two Rivers. 59 We assume that, gradually, the formula involving the ambiguous verb , which might suggest procreation, became obsolete. 60 The concept that YHWH/God was the creator of heaven and earth, however, was repeated time and again. 61 Apparently, the theological need to refer to creation in a way that sharply contrasted it to any human activity arose in connection with concepts of divine holiness or otherness. Against this background, a specification of the meaning of the verb I in the Qal stem emerged in the language. As a result of this specification, the verb I Qal became one to be used exclusively with YHWH as grammatical 54 Ilu is designated as , "the Creator" (of the gods), several times. It is not warranted to regard this merely as a term for progenitor because also Ba lu, who was his son-in-law, designates Ilu as "our Creator" (KTU 1.10:III.5);; see also KTU 1.3:V.9, "Creator and Lord of the gods." As mother of the gods, the goddess Athiratu is called , "Creatress of the gods" (KTU 1. subject. In view of the parallel material mentioned above, it is not unlikely that originally this verb meant something like "to construct, build." 62 It is difficult to establish a date for the theologically motivated specification of . One may argue for a pre-exilic date for this semantic/theological shift on the grounds of three texts, namely Amos 4:13;; Deut 4:32 and Jer 31:22. 63 But the date of each of these texts, is disputed. Scholars have not only expressed doubt about the pre-exilic date of all three texts but also advanced a postexilic date. 64 We cannot embark here in a full discussion on the dating of these texts, but we may note that the specified use of is widely attested in exilic and postexilic texts, especially in Deutero-Isaiah.
Traces of this shift can be found elsewhere in the HB. For instance, Ezekiel 28 clearly presupposes a tradition which is more or less parallel to Genesis 2. But, significantly, in contrast to the author of the garden-narrative 65 who uses "to form, shape" (Gen 2:7-8, 19), "to make" (Gen 2:18), and "to build" (Gen 2:22) to describe God's work of creation, Ezek 28:13, 15 uses . 66 This procedure of replacing "old" terms for creating may also have been applied to Ps 89:13 where MT reads: the north and the south, you have created them.
The so-called Job-stele from Sheikh (13th century BCE) proves that at a certain moment (YHWH)-El took over the mountain Zaphon ("north") as a divine abode from Baal. (YHWH)-El was described at that time as "Ilu the Creator/Owner of the Zaphon." 67 This observation gives rise to the assumption that Ps 89:13 is reframing "traditional" creation language that used the verb with a more contemporary concept that uses . In 1 Chron 8:21 a Benjaminite man is mentioned, named Berayah,
. Scholars agree on its meaning: "YHWH created (the child)." 68 It is hardly imaginable that the parents would have named their son "YHWH separated (the child)" unless it would mean something "YHWH differentiated (the child from the mother-that is, distantiating a primary unity)" as Van Wolde might suggest. However, the name can be seen as a later parallel to , "El created (the child)." The name Elqanah only occurs in relatively early texts. It seems quite likely that this is related to the theological change of verbs for God's creation work. The more anthropomorphic "to build," with the meaning of "to beget, bear, create," and "to shape (like a potter)," 69 would have been exchanged then for olete in everyday Hebrew and therefore was a suitable choice if one wanted to avoid an anthropomorphism. If that is true, it would explain why a man named only occurs in a quite late text like 1 Chronicles and that this name is not attested in 10th to 8th century inscriptions, whereas more anthropomorphic names like , "YHWH made (the child)," 70 and do occur in those times. 71 In other words, the preference for is a case of a theologically motivated preference for a "neologism," meant to avoid anth-ropomorphisms that were also current in Canaan. However, the theological concept behind the choice of has not been the concept of a creatio ex nihilo. 72 The HB shares three modes of creation with other religions in the ancient Near East: creation through the word alone, creation as making (metaphors of the builder, smith or potter) and creatio continua. These modes were not experienced as mutually exclusive. The only mode of creation attested in the ancient Near East which was eventually rejected in Israel was that of procreation. Therefore, the more theological term was needed, instead of the ambiguous . 73
DOES IT MATTER?
Yes, it does. And yet, at the same time, it does not. 73 For the reason that the verb is used in Gen 1:1-2:4 alongside other verbs like , see the discussion of the structure of the text and the deliberate use at the beginning and end of creation (days one and five and six, as well of the inclusion of the entire passage of Gen 1:1-2:4, by Smith, Priestly Vision, 48. Furthermore, in Gen 1:1 it is used to describe creation as a whole (heaven and earth), and in Gen 1:21 it is used for the sea monsters that were considered bad deities outside Israel. Here, they are described as mere creations of God. Finally creation of man is described by the verb which emphasizes human beings as special creations of God, and gives them their special, but restricted place, above all other creatures . 74 75 Her name is etymologically related to Hebrew , the primordial Flood also known from Canaanite sources. This is the word used in Gen 1:2 and in Ugaritic texts describing the creator El whose name is also used for the God of Israel in the HB. See B. Alster, "Tiamat," in DDD 2 , 867-69. 76 In its classical formulation by H. Gunkel, Schöpfung und Chaos in Ur-above lend some support to such an assumption. However, in ournot by . 83 Moreover, the separation of light and darkness is not the same as creating heaven and earth.
The decision of the Priestly Writer to break away from the then current explanations of the existence of the cosmos required a neologism. It was one of the concept of the cosmos and was meant to avoid the concept of a combat between God and primordial monsters as the starting point of the orderly world.
The position of the Priestly Writer mattered. It made possible a detached view of nature which eventually would open the road to modern science. And yet one may say, that it does not matter very much anymore. Let us imagine for a moment that the author of Genesis 1 would have given an account of the cosmos coming into being in terms of modern astronomy. Nobody would have understood her or his account. Genesis 1 expresses the idea of an initially good creation in terms that still cling to ideas current in a world long past. Writers of that era realized the impossibility of describing the divine properly in human language. For that reason the HB ended up several different concepts of creation, just as other religions in the ancient world included different creation stories side by side. The in antiquity) indicated that there is more than one possibility to approach the inconceivable. Van Wolde's solution would lead us back to an exclusively mythological view on creation, which is neither convincing nor acceptable in the light of the evidence, as we have tried to show.
In sum and to place our discussion within the general frame of the theological approach of the author of Genesis 1, this text reflects Priestly theology. This is a temple oriented theology. Just as the temple in Jerusalem had been built by human hands, YHWH is imagined as having "constructed" the cosmos as his temple. 84 To avoid an anthropomorphic confusion the verb was used instead of the verb . 83 Van Wolde also accepts a semantic difference between the two verbs. See "Why the verb does not mean 'to create' in Genesis 1," 20-21;; Van Wolde, Reframing Biblical Studies, 197-200. 84 Cf. Smith, Priestly Vision, 69-70.
